Atty. Dkt. No. 088245-6147 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the present application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and in view of the reasons that follow. Claims 2-4 and 7-13 are being 
canceled and Claims 21-55 are newly added. Applicant respectfully submits that no new matter 
has been added to the application, and that support for Claims 21-55 can be found throughout the 
specification. Claims 1, 5, 6, and 14-20 were canceled in a previous response. After amending 
the claims as set forth above, Claims 21-55 are now pending in this application. 

I. Objections to the Specification 

A. Objection page 17, line 17 

In section 6a of the Office action, the specification was objected to for allegedly failing to 
define T on page 17, line 7 of the specification as filed. As indicated above, paragraph [0057] of 
the published version of the application has been amended to specify that "T is the sampling time 
at the transmitter and T' is the sampling time at the receiver." Applicant respectfully submits 
that the variables have now been defined and that no new matter has been added to the 
application. For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
objection to the specification. 

B. Objection to the Term "Trace" 

In section 6b of the Office action, the specification was objected to because the Examiner 
asserted that "it is unclear what is meant by 'trace'". Applicant respectfully submits that a 
"trace" is a mathematical term that refers to a sum of elements along a main diagonal of a matrix. 
As an example, trace[A] refers to the sum of the elements along the main diagonal of matrix A. 
Applicant respectfully submits that one of skill in the art would know what is meant by use of the 
phrase "trace[X]" where X is defined as a matrix. For at least these reasons, Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection to the specification. 
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C. Objection to page 19 

In section 6c of the Office action, the specification was objected to for allegedly failing to 
define I on page 19 of the specification as filed. As indicated above, paragraph [0071] of the 
published version of the application has been amended to specify that "[i]n the equations above, I 
can refer to an integer (such as 1, 2, . . .)." Applicant respectfully submits that the variable I has 
now been defined and that no new matter has been added to the application. For at least these 
reasons, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection to the specification. 

II. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

A. Rejections Under the Written Description Requirement 

i) Claim 1 1 

In section 9 of the Office action, Claim 1 1 was rejected for allegedly failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. Specifically, the Examiner asserted that "the 
specification, at the time the application was filed, does not describe 'performing a least squares 
estimation' . . .." Claim 1 1 has been canceled and the pending claims do not recite performing a 
least squares estimation. For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
rejection is moot. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

ii) Claim 13 

In section 10 of the Office action, Claim 13 was rejected for allegedly failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. Specifically, the Examiner asserted that "the 
specification, at the time the application was filed, does not describe 'finding a phase 
compensation term based on a difference in sign ' . . . ." (Emphasis in original). Claim 1 3 has 
been canceled and the pending claims do not recite finding a phase compensation term based on 
a difference in sign. For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection is 
moot. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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B. Rejections Under the Enablement Requirement 

In section 12 of the Office action, Claim 13 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 as 
allegedly failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Specifically, the Examiner stated 
that "[i]t is unclear how to find a phase compensation term based [on] a difference in sign 
between the matrices of pilot tones in different blocks of data." As indicated above, Claim 1 3 
has been canceled and the currently pending claims do not recite finding a phase compensation 
term based on a difference in sign. For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the rejection is moot. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

III. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

In section 14 of the Office action, Claims 2-4 and 7-13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
101 as allegedly "not falling within one of the four statutory categories of invention." As 
indicated above, Claims 2-4 and 7-13 have been canceled. For at least these reasons, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection is moot. Applicant further submits that the currently 
pending claims are in compliance with 35 U.S.C. § 101 . Withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

IV. Conclusion 

Applicant believes that the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application as amended is respectfully requested. The Examiner 
is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a telephone interview would 
advance the prosecution of the present application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16-1.17, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No. 1 9-0741 . Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by the credit 
card payment instructions in EFS-Web being incorrect or absent, resulting in a rejected or 
incorrect credit card transaction, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to 
Deposit Account No. 1 9-0741 . If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of 
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papers submitted herewith, Applicant hereby petitions for such extension under 37 C.F.R. §1.136 
and authorizes payment of any such extensions fees to Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date July 13. 2009 

FOLEY & LARDNER LLP 
Customer Number: 23524 
Telephone: (608) 258-4286 
Facsimile: (608) 258-4258 




Christopher L. Kalafut 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 57,946 
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